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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action responds to RCE and amendment filed on 9/13/2007. Claims 
1-22 are pending, wherein claims 1,11,16,22 have been amended. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
9/13/2007 has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 22 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

"the thermal simulation and the electrical simulation" (line 22) should be -thermal 
simulation and electrical simulation- for proper antecedent basis. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 
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5. Claims 1-7,9-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Perry et al. (US Patent No. 6,931 ,369) in view of Lin et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,980,21 1). 

The applied reference has common inventors/assignee with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1.131; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1.130 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1.321(c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

As per claims 1,11,16,22, the establishing of the connection between the client 
and server is described in col. 3, line 19 to col. 5, line 46; the automatically determining 
is described in col. 9, lines 24-34, wherein the thermally enabled components 
identification/indicator is described in col. 9, lines 35-47; the schematic generation and 
display is described in col. 12, lines 32-50, wherein the wire (i.e., interconnect) 
components and electrical components being movable and selectable are further 
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described bin col. 14, lines 17-48, wherein the modification of the schematic is further 
described in col. 18, lines 29-35; col. 14, lines 25-48; col. 15, lines 6-19, to which the 
electrical and thermal simulations are applied (col. 13, line 5 to col. 14, line 16; col. 14, 
lines 25-48; col. 6, lines 6-19), wherein the system, apparatus and computer readable 
medium are further described in col. 5, lines 47-60 and col. 6, lines 47-68. However, 
Perry et al. failed to specifically teach that the endpoint of the selectable wire is 
independently moveable. Lin et al. teach the use of endpoints or start points and their 
positions for defining interconnects or wirings, connecting the circuit component(s) in 
the schematic diagram in order to allow the schematic diagram to be edited and 
properly displayed (see col. 1, lines 32-54). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skilled in the art at the time of the invention to further incorporate the use of 
endpoints or start points and their positions as taught by Lin et al. into the 
method/system of Perry et al. because incorporation would allow the schematic 
diagram of Perry et al. to be properly edited and placed at the desired position/location. 

As per claim 2, all of the elements of claim 1 are discussed in the rejection of 
claim 1 , from which the claim depends, wherein Lin et al. also allows the endpoints or 
start points to be moved to the desired location (col. 2, lines 7-12); thereby adapting the 
keeping track of the end points/start points (i.e., the particular endpoint determination for 
moving and moving that endpoint of the wire component) as part of the modification of 
the circuit as described col. 14, lines 25-35 of Perry et al., to allow the wires to be 
placed at the desired position/location. 
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As per claims 3-5,12-14,17-19, Perry et al. disclose all of the elements of claims 
1 ,16 are discussed in the rejection of claims 1,16, from which the respective claims 
depend, wherein Perry et al. further disclose the palette of choices being provided to 
the user for choosing, the particular components being available for selection and 
modification (i.e., adjustments) as described in col. 14, lines 17-34; col. 9, lines 35-47. 

As per claims 6-7, all of the elements of claim 1 are discussed in the rejection of 
claim 1 , from which the claim depends. Lin et al. further teach the scaling of the 
schematic to provide different level of detail, including the use of panning and scanning 
as described in col. 7, lines 8-39. It would have been further obvious to one of ordinary 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the scaling, including the use 
of panning and scanning as taught by Lin et al. into the method/system of Perry et al. 
because such incorporation would further allows the user to more easily interactively 
visualize, design and analyze the circuits. 

As per claims 9,15,20, Perry et al. disclose all of the elements of claim 1 ,16 are 
discussed in the rejection of claims 1,16, from which the respective claims depend. 
However, Perry et al. failed to specifically teach the netlist generation as claimed. Lin 
et al. teach the use of netlist generation being part of the schematic generation to keep 
track of the components, their interconnections and modifications thereof. It would have 
been further obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate such netlist generation as taught by Lin et al. as part of the method/system 
of Perry et al. because such incorporation would allow the method/system of Perry et 
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al. to keep track of the various circuit components and their interconnections, and their 
changes, in the generated schematic of Perry et al.. 

As per claims 10,21, the component connectivity list must necessarily be 
generated in order to for the simulation results to trace the wires/interconnects as 
further described in Perry et al., col. 1 5, lines 35-64. 

6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perry et 
al. (US Patent No. 6,931 ,369) in view of Lin et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,980,21 1) and 
Schmidt et al. (US Patent No. 6,904,571). 

As per claim 8, Perry et al. in view of Lin et al. disclose all of the elements of 
claim 4, from which the claim depends, as discussed in the rejection of claim 4 above. 
However, Perry et al. in view of Lin et al. failed to specifically teach providing the grid 
to aid placement of the component within the schematic. Schmidt et al. teach the 
providing the grid to help user (i.e., engineer) interactive placement of the circuit as part 
of the schematic editor being implemented in the networking environment (i.e., the 
internet) (col. 4, line 61 to col. 5, line 3; col. 12, lines 46-65). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time of the invention to further 
incorporate providing the grid as taught by Schmidt et al. into the system/method of 
Perry et al. in view of Lin et al. because such incorporation would make it easier for the 
user to place the desired circuit at the desired location as taught by Schmidt et al. for 
which the system/method of Perry et al. in view of Lin et al. have the means to 
support, while benefiting from the combined teachings of Perry et al. in view of Lin et 
al.. 
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Remarks 

7. The rejections of claims 1-7,9-22 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yen et al. ("A Web-Based, Collaborative, Computer-Aided Sequential Control 
Design Tool", IEEE Control Systems Magazine, Vol. 23, No. 2, April 2003, pp. 14-19) in 
view of Lin et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,980,21 1) and Jakatda et al. (US Patent Application 
Publication No. 2003/0163295) are withdrawn in light of Applicant's amendment filed on 
9/13/2007, wherein as pointed out by Applicant, the prior arts made of record failed to 
teach or suggest the automatically determining components in which thermally enabled 
components are identified as thermally enabled when presented on the client, as newly 
claimed. However, as given in the new rejection above, the claims are not patentable 
over Perry et al. (US Patent No. 6,931,369) in view of Lin et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,980,21 1), wherein the method/system of Lin et al. is still applicable to the teachings of 
Perry et al.. 

8. The rejection of claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yen 
et al. ("A Web-Based, Collaborative, Computer-Aided Sequential Control Design Tool", 
IEEE Control Systems Magazine, Vol. 23, No. 2, April 2003, pp. 14-19) in view of Lin et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,980,211), Jakatda etal. (US Patent Application Publication No. 
2003/0163295) and Schmidt et al. (US Patent No. 6,904,571) is withdrawn in light of 
Applicant's amendment filed on 9/13/2007, wherein as pointed out by Applicant, the 
prior arts made of record failed to teach or suggest the automatically determining 
components in which thermally enabled components are identified as thermally enabled 
when presented on the client, as newly claimed. However, as given in the new rejection 
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above, the claims are not patentable over Perry et al. (US Patent No. 6,931 ,369) in 
view of Lin et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,980,21 1 ) Schmidt et al. (US Patent No. 
6,904,571), wherein the methods/systems of Lin et al. and Schmidt et al. are still 
applicable to the teachings of Perry et al. for the reasons indicated. 

9. Applicant should note that although, Jakatda et al. (US Patent Application 
Publication No. 2003/0163295) is not used in the rejection, the teachings that both 
electrical and thermal simulations that can be performed on different computers over the 
computer network (i.e., on computer that is different from the client) (see paragraphs 
[0036] and [0045]) could also be applicable to the method/system of Perry et al.. 

1 0. Applicant should also note that although Perry et al. (US Patent No. 6,678,877) 
is not used in the rejection, the prior art can be similar rejected since its content is 
similar to Perry et al. (US Patent No. 6,931 ,369). Therefore, any 
statement/affidavit/showing to remove or disqualify the prior art Perry et al. (US Patent 
No. 6,931,369) should also apply to the prior art Perry et al. (US Patent No. 6,678,877). 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Therefore, Applicant is requested herein to consider them 
carefully in response to this Office Action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phallaka Kik whose telephone number is 571-272-1895. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8AM-5:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Chiang can be reached on 571-272-7483. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 
Commissioner for Patents 
P. O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
or faxed to: 

571-273-8300 

/Phallaka Kik/ 

Primary Examiner, A.U. 2825 
September 26, 2007 



